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Abstract 

This research seeks to further knowledge on student and faculty evaluation of teaching within a small Asian 

university, with the aim of exploring the relationship between students and faculty perceptions of teaching. It seeks to 

establish faculty perception of fairer mechanisms or collective mechanisms for evaluating teaching, learning, and 

curriculum course materials towards evaluating the faculty. This contrasts with common use of student evaluation of 

teaching as a single approach. Faculty perceptions of student evaluations of teaching have been well researched in 

several contexts but less so in Middle Eastern universities with highly transient faculty drawn from different 

countries across the world. 

Mixed methods, secondary and primary data of student and faculty evaluations of teaching are studied. Course 

materials and instruction ratings are found to be moderately correlated. Faculty are satisfied with the use of the 

student evaluation and faculty self-evaluation of teaching. However, outcomes of faculty self-evaluation and student 

evaluation of teaching are moderately positively correlated. Outcomes of student and faculty evaluations of teaching 

are found to be clustered at the upper end of the Likert scale. The implication is that there are small differences 

between scores from student evaluation and faculty self-evaluation of teaching. However, findings from the 

qualitative comments provide more valuable policy arguments. The findings indicate that half of the faculty agree or 

strongly agree with the use of SETs for customer satisfaction or as a control tool. However, a model that combines 

multiple evaluation tools is suggested by faculty for a holistic evaluation. 
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Background 

Student Evaluation of Teaching (SET) surveys are commonly employed for evaluating the quality of teaching and 

learning (Gustad, 1961; McKeachie, 1997;) in a Higher Education Institution (HEI). Its scope of use is dependent on 

the quality context (Hou et al., 2022). Its widespread adoption is attributable to its ease of implementation and 

interpretation (Penny, 2003). Theoretically, outcomes of SETs have had significant implications for quality of 

teaching (Johnson, 2000). SETs are also used in performance evaluation of faculty and for querying student voice for 

teaching, learning and decision making (Lyde et al., 2016). Tools such as Faculty Self-Evaluation of Teaching 

(FSET), Faculty Peer Evaluations and Independent Consultant Evaluations (ICE) (Borgen and Davis, 1974). These 

are often implemented to complement SETs (Benton and Young, 2018). 

The SET content is not universal and is specific to individual HEI. To extract pertinent information that informs 

improvements, implementation and interpretation of SET is done at course, program or at whole HEI levels (Arbula 

Blecich & Zaninović, 2019; Schultz and Latif, 2006). This suggests that conducting the SET at the micro-social 

domain or at the level of the faculty extracts student perception of the course. However, for the purposes of programs 

and institutional monitoring, the analysis is at the macro-level. Evaluating teaching at institutional level produces 

overall HEI information but suffers from significant loss of information at the policy level. The outcomes of the 

SETs are most pertinently deployed at the level of the faculty for improvement of teaching, faculty evaluation and 

other student concerns. 

Relationships between outcomes of SET, FSET, Peer Evaluation and ICE could inform the usage of these tools for 

decisions on faculty performance. The key challenge is to explore relationships between FSET and SET, and explore 

faculty preference for SET, FSET, peer evaluation, ICE or a combination of these for effective faculty evaluation. 
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1.2 Purpose of the Study 

It is essential to explore the likelihood that the FSET and SET outcomes are similar. In such scenarios where these 

are similar, the correlation would further support the justifications for adopting the SET. It would indicate that the 

student perceptions of the teaching captures similar results as the perceptions of the faculty. It would also indicate 

that combining both tools in evaluation would be redundant. Thus, it is necessary to explore faculty positions on the 

ICE, SET, FSET and peer evaluation or a combination of these as a more holistic approach for evaluating the faculty. 

The research questions include: 

(1) What does the outcome of the SET reveal about the effectiveness of teaching? 

(2) Is there a relationship between the evaluation of the instruction and the course? 

(3) How do faculty perceive the SET in evaluation? 

(4) How do they perceive other assessment tools? 

(5) Challenges to the use of the SET for faculty evaluation? 

(6) Are the FSET and SET outcomes related? 

(7) Alternatives to use of SET for faculty evaluation 

2. Literature Review 

2.1 Effective Teaching 

Effective teaching has been subjectively defined and is said to be known by observers when seen (Benton and Cashin, 

2012; Cashin, 2003; Miron & Mevorach, 2014). Effective teaching is sometimes seen as the propensity to improve 

student achievement. This approach perceives the existence of a cause-and-effect relationship between teaching and 

student performance. Effective and excellent teachers may possess attributes such as dynamic teaching styles, 

accessible personal traits and clear teaching techniques (Alhijia, 2017; Pan et al., 2009). They could also demonstrate 

good teacher-student relationships, engage and have real-world experience (Keeley et al., 2015; Pan et al., 2009). 

Institutional accountability requires HEIs to implement adequate measures for assuring stakeholders that the quality 

of teaching is being improved (Kember et al., 2002). 

2.2 Student Evaluation of Teaching (SET) 

SETs are the foremost tools for evaluating teaching or teaching effectiveness (Gustad, 1961; McKeachie, 1997; 

Spooren et al., 2013). In a Turkish study, SET data collected from students was seen as valid tool for evaluating 

faculty performance (ÜSTÜNLÜOĞLU & Seda, 2012). Faculty development (Park et al., 2020; Theall, 2017) are 

informed by the outcomes which also serve as evidence of institutional teaching effectiveness (Denson et al., 2010). 

The SET is sometimes used as the sole means for faculty evaluation. HEIs also invest significant efforts on SETs to 

address concerns of student satisfaction with teaching and programs (Richardson, 2005). SETs are also implemented 

in courses as a quality assurance tool to survey student satisfaction with the instruction in courses (Johnson, 2000). 

This is likely with the view that effective teaching includes effective instruction and course materials. 

SET outcomes, student characteristics, grading leniency, instruction and learning have been found to be highly 

correlated (Arbula Blecich & Zaninović, 2019; Spooren 2010). On the contrary, some studies found SET outcomes to 

be independent of student gender (Esarey and Valdes, 2020), grades and field of study (Spooren and Van Loon, 2012) 

with the bias being against female teachers (Boring, et al., 2016). Basow and Silberg (1987) found that independent 

of student gender, female faculty are rated lower than males. Course discipline, sexual orientation and race of the 

faculty are also seen as biasing factors of SET outcomes (Spooren et al., 2013). Such biases and other factors not 

tested by the SET could likely skew the SET outcomes. There is no universally tested and agreed SET, as their 

contents of the questions are often context specific. SET outcomes have been found to be biased by faculty 

personality (Shah et al., 2020). Chen & Hoshower (2003) found students who positively appraised their professors 

generally viewed the course evaluation system more positively. It is important to establish if this relationship exists 

in a less liberal education context in the Middle East. 

SET informs decisions on faculty salary increases and retention (Benton & Young, 2018; Kulik, 2001). Faculty have 

also disagreed with outcomes of SETs for promotion or salary increases (Iyamu & Aduwa, 2005). With so many 

biases, the outcomes of the SETs are often disputed by faculty. SET outcomes have sometimes shown that faculty 

with best reviews were not necessarily the most effective (Surratt & Desselle, 2007). Students’ lack of training in 

implementing course materials is also seen by faculty as an invalidating factor of the SET outcomes (Mohammad, 

2001). However, SET queries wider experiences than the curriculum. 
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SETs are commonly implemented by Middle East and Asian HEIs as instruments for measuring teaching 

effectiveness. This is reflected in Jordan, Omani and Chinese contexts (Alsmadi, 2005; Yin et al., 2016). Faculty 

gender and class size were identified in an Omani study as weak predictors of SET outcomes. Faculty have not 

unanimously received the SET (Iyam & Aduwa-Oglebaen, 2005; Mwachingambi & Wadesango, 2011) while other 

publications in Africa and Asia show that faculty accept the SET only for formative purposes (Idaka et al., 2006; 

Inko-Tariah, 2013). The initial step is to explore the outcomes of SET within a small university context in the Middle 

East. 

2.3 Faculty Perceptions of the SET 

SETs are often criticised by faculty over their insufficiency in identifying effective teaching (Boring et al., 2016; 

Hornstein, 2020). Its outcomes are used to make decisions on promotion, salary increases and retention of faculty, 

hence the crucial need to capture their perception of the tool. Faculty also raise concerns over its validity, reliability 

of outcomes, (Boring et al., 2016, Hornstein, 2020 and Spooren et al, 2013) students, faculty and course 

characteristics (Spencer & Schmelkin, 2002; Wachtel, 1998). These challenges of reliability, validity and concerns 

with SETs have not impeded their adoption by HEIs. Faculty perceptions of SETs, their purpose, validity, usefulness, 

and consequences remain mixed (Wachtel, 1998). The faculty perceptions of the SET, its challenges and its 

sufficiency in evaluating faculty performance are desired. The evaluations, development, salary and promotion of the 

faculty depend largely on the outcomes of the SET. It is thus necessary to understand their perceptions of the tool and 

other evaluative tools such as FSET, peer evaluations, and ICE. A challenge is to uncover faculty perception of the 

SET in a highly transient context with very diverse collective of faculties from university cultures across the world. 

2.4 FSET and other Evaluative Tools 

FSET describes faculty self-perception of quality of their own teaching (Lyde et al., 2016). There are indications that 

faculty are satisfied with the use of SETs as a tool for formative feedback on the instruction and instructor (Balam & 

Shannon, 2010; Kulik, 2001; Spooren, 2013). This suggests that there is a relationship between SET outcomes and 

faculty perception of their teaching. Where there is agreement between the SET and FSET outcomes, combining both 

tools in evaluation of faculty would be redundant. Feldman (1989) found correlation between SET and FSET to be 

low while medium correlation below 0.5 was found by other studies (Beran and Violato, 2005; Marsh & Dunkin, 

1992). Although the sample size is small, the low correlations are indicative that the faculty and student views of 

SET outcomes do not strongly align. The effectiveness of FSET is likely a challenge due to its subjectivity which 

again raises questions of its use for formative evaluations, as an accountability tool (MacBeath, 2003) and for faculty 

performance evaluation (Atwater et al., 2002; Lyde et al., 2016; Moreno et al., 2021). There are risks associated with 

the investment of trust in faculty to objectively self-assess. HEI’s tend to adopt a combination of feedback sources to 

inform performance evaluation (Entrekin & Chung, 2001). Use of these combinations of evaluative tools may be 

challenged where strong correlations exist between some of these tools. 

Faculty have been found to use peer evaluations for formative developmental purposes (Berk, 2005). The criticism is 

that the reports may be skewed by peers with insufficient experience of quality teaching (Chism, 1999). FSET 

involves the use of structured tools, response to structured questions or reflective statements by faculty on their 

pedagogical practices. Such reflective tools support the faculty’s professional growth through self-awareness for the 

purpose of alignment of practice with policy goals. FSET can reveal insights into teaching philosophy and strategies, 

complementing other tools like the SETs. Its subjectivity is the main limitation.  It is open to faculty bias or lack of 

critical self-assessment skills (Marsh and Roche, 1997). 

ICE is debatably more objective than the SETs for the evaluation of teaching. Consultants would typically be experts 

in pedagogy, in assessing instructional materials, classroom methods, and learner engagement using structured 

observations and rubrics. Hence, this would suggest the existence of a recognized teaching evaluation framework 

would be applied. Where publications such as Esarey and Valdes (2020) noted gender-based biases in SETs, ICEs are 

evidence-based and standardized. ICEs are based on a “fairness outlook” for tenure, salary and promotion decisions. 

However, this suggests that the faculty needs to be trained to effectively apply these prescribed teaching standards. 

Berk (2018) noted that limited expertise in pedagogy and other aspects of teaching can lead to superficial 

assessments. ICE may also suffer from inadequate knowledge of the local context, especially if as in the case of the 

UAE, the consultants are commonly foreign. 
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3. Methodology 

The methodology is designed to address the research objectives by exploring secondary data of the SET outcomes 

within courses. FSET is also run to capture faculty perceptions of their teaching using the same SET questions. 

Faculty perceptions of other evaluation tools are queried using surveys. The section is presented in the order below: 

3.1 Research Design 

Secondary data is retrieved from the HEI while primary faculty FSET and perceptions survey are retrieved from 

faculty. The HEI’s academic units are all within the field of business hence a common pedagogy is defined in policy. 

The primary and secondary data are subjective constructs of the social reality of the faculty and students in this 

context (Flick, 2009; Shah et al., 2020). The survey is completed by a purposive sample of 11 of the HEI’s 20 faculty 

members who volunteered to participate in the research. The data are either Likert ratings or qualitative data. The 

Likert data are analysed using probabilities and averages while the qualitative data are collated summarized and 

presented. 

3.2 Method 

Mixed method is often employed in researching SETs (Chan et al., 2014; Chikazinga, 2018; Iyamu and 

Iyamu-Oglebaen, 2005). It is similarly adopted in this research because it is largely more suitable for extracting 

meso- and macro-level information (Chen et al., 2014; Lyde, 2016). While the quantitative approach provides 

collective insight into specific closed-ended questions, the qualitative approach provides clearer insights into 

performance of individual faculty or in the case of the questionnaire, further insight into the closed ended questions. 

Macro-level study requires the use of larger data sets for making inferences (Chen et al., 2014; Ginns et al., 2007; 

Sulong, 2014) however, this study is a meso-level study and employs combined primary and secondary mixed data. 

3.3 Research Context 

The case HEI is situated in the Middle East region. The region is actively improving its higher education sector in 

response to global competitions for skills development. The HEI is a small Business School, established about 15 

years prior and delivers graduate level business and leadership related academic programs. It has similar 

characteristics to the research context of Basow and Silberg (1987) who researched the SET in a 4-year liberal arts 

college in the US. SETs are commonly implemented by HEIs in the USA (Osburne & Purkey, 1995), Asia and 

Europe (Alsmadi, 2005; Chen & Hoshower, 2003), and Nigeria (Iyam & Aduwa-Oglebaen, 2005). These 

publications focused on large higher education institutions with conglomerated responses from multiple fields and 

faculties. This study focuses specifically on graduate students’ SET outcomes and graduate level faculty within the 

business field. The case HEI is characterized by having at most 20 academic faculty members at any time. The 

academic programs are graduate degrees with a length of 1.5 years and the maximum number of students in an 

academic year is 400. The HEI is also strongly characterized by high faculty turnover. The Faculty have an average 

of 8 years’ graduate teaching and research experience in the higher education sector. 

3.4 Participants 

Students and faculty are good sources of informed data on the quality of teaching (Cashin, 1989; Chism, 1999). 

Secondary SET data from the HEI are consulted to capture student opinion of the instruction and course materials of 

11 out of the 20 faculty members of the Business School. FSET with the same questions as the SET are implemented 

in the same faculties. The questions include Likert-style rating of closed ended questions and qualitative response to 

an open-ended question seeking additional reflector-knowledge. 
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3.5 Instrumentation 

Table 1. Contents of the case HEI’s SET 

Course Material Descriptors  

A1. The course has clear objectives. B1. The instructor was knowledgeable about the 

course topics. 

A2. The order of the course contents made sense. B2. The instructor was enthusiastic about the 

course topics. 

A3. The quality of the course materials (slides, 

readings, exercises, case studies etc.) for this 

course were of a high standard. 

B3. The instructor was responsive to student 

questions. 

A4. The course components (e.g., sessions, 

tutorial sessions, coursework, etc.) enhanced my 

understanding of the topic. 

B4. Overall, the instructor was effective. 

A5. Overall, the course was effective in delivering 

its Learning Outcomes. 

B5. The instructor helped me to understand the 

course content clearly. 

Table 1 shows the questions from the HEI’s SET survey. For the analyses, aspects A1 … A5 represents all questions 

from section A (Course materials). These questions are designed to retrieve student perceptions of the course. 

Aspects B1 … B5 represent all questions from section B (instruction descriptors). These questions are designed to 

retrieve student perceptions of the instructor’s teaching quality. In addition to these questions, the written-in 

comment question below is added to the survey: “What do you think could be improved in the instruction?”. The 

SET questions are also adapted to create the FSET to capture faculty perceptions. 

The faculty perception questionnaire has 32 questions clustered into 7 categories: perception of the implemented SET, 

perceptions of alternatives to SETs (Henderson et al., 2014; Douglas and Douglas, 2006), ICE, FSET, factors 

challenging use of SET for performance evaluation, disadvantage of the implemented SET, and qualitative comments. 

The questionnaire was adapted from Deaker et al. (2010) with a mix of Likert scale, Yes/No, and “open-ended 

comments” questions. Likert-type scales are ordinal scales of series of qualitative statements that respondents use to 

indicate and convey their opinion or perceptions of evaluative questions (Vogt, 1999). The Likert scale adopted in 

this study range from strongly disagree (1), disagree (2), neither agree nor disagree (3), agree (4) and strongly agree 

(5), piloted by 6 faculty members. Cronbach alpha from this pilot is 0.714. Cronbach Alpha reliability coefficient 

close to 1 validates the faculty perception of SET questionnaire (Harun et al., 2011; Iyam and Aduwa-Oglebaen, 

2005; Yin et al., 2016). 

The SET and the FSET questions reflect the aspects most relevant to the context, educational vision, policy, and in 

accordance with its perception of teacher quality (Penny, 2003). The STE/FSET has three sections: Part A (course), 

Part B (instruction) and Part C (comments). Sections A and B together have a Cronbach Alpha of 0.926 and contain 5 

questions each with a 5-point Likert scale response. Section C as aptly titled is a written-in comment section. The 

SET is an anonymized survey implemented on 11 courses of the 11 faculty by the institution during the course and 

prior to the summative assessment. The FSET is implemented over the same 11 faculty on the same 11 courses. 

3.6 Data Collection 

The faculty are purposively sampled with 11 of 20 faculty members. 3 of the 4 females are included in the study. 4 

Assistant professors, 2 full professors and 5 associate professors. 3-4 faculty from each of the 4 academic programs 

participated in the study. Purposive sampling approach was adopted because the sampling population of faculty is 20. 

However, participation in the study by 11 members was voluntary. Table 1 describes the characteristics of the 

participants from all 4 academic programs. The faculty mean experience at the HEI is 3.11 years and their mean 

experience in HEIs generally is 13.28 years. This implies that the faculty possess significant experience in higher 

education. 

3.7 Data Analysis 

In answering the research question “what does the outcome of the SET reveal about the effectiveness of teaching?” 

and “is there a relationship between the evaluation of the instruction and the course?”, secondary data captured by 

the HEI at the end of course delivery of 11 courses are analysed using descriptive statistics. Means instructor and 

course material scores are found for each course. A linear regression is implemented between the ratings of the 
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course materials and the course instructions. Students’ written-in comments in the SETs are coded, categorized and 

themes are created. The themes hold collective meanings and are ‘outcome of coding, [and] categorization’ (Saldaña, 

2013, p. 14). 

To address the question on “how the faculty perceive the SETs in faculty evaluation”, “perception of other 

assessment tools”, and “challenges to the use of the SET for faculty evaluation”, the data collected from the 

questionnaires analysed by calculating the probability that the ratings P(X) between 1 and 5. It provides visuals of 

the highest ratings. To determine faculty order of preference of the SET, FSET, Peer Evaluation or ICE, the ranked 

scores are added to determine the collective faculty scores. 

To address the question of existence of a relationship between the FSET for each faculty and their average course 

SET scores are determined. Average faculty rankings of the SET, FSET, ICE, and peer reviews for faculty evaluation 

are presented using a bar chart. Faculty perception of the use of a combination of these tools is also presented to 

determine their position on a combination of these tools for faculty evaluation. 

4. Results 

4.1 SET in Evaluating Teaching Effectiveness 

The average class size is 24 and 296 students participated in these courses. The overall student participation rate in 

SET implemented on the randomly selected courses is 68%. The mean student ratings of the effectiveness of the 

course materials and instruction are between 4.45 (0.25) and 4.54 (0.37) respectively. 

Table 2. Summary of SET survey outcome for 11 courses taught by the surveyed faculty 

Faculty 
*Participation 

rate 

Course 

Mean 

Instruction 

means 

X1 0.92 4.65 (0.18) 4.93 (0.03) 

X2 0.63 4.49 (0.05) 4.61 (0.06) 

X3 0.69 4.39 (0.09) 4.29 (0.05) 

X4 0.63 4.47 (0.10) 4.50 (0.07) 

X5 0.75 4.58 (0.13) 4.87 (0.04) 

X6 0.51 4.36 (0.07) 4.35 (0.02) 

X7 0.81 4.65 (0.06) 4.78 (0.05) 

X8 0.78 4.32 (0.02) 4.58 (0.02) 

X9 0.67 4.55 (0.13) 4.65 (0.14) 

X10 0.75 3.78 (0.18) 3.62 (0.09) 

X11 0.73 4.68 (0.07) 4.77 (0.05) 

Mean 0.68 4.45 (0.25) 4.54 (0.37) 

*Participation rate = No. of responses/ to class size 

Table 2 presents the outcomes from the analysis of the secondary SETs implemented midway through delivery of 11 

courses by faculty members. The results suggest that on average, students agree or strongly agree that the faculty’s 

course materials and instruction are effective. Outcomes of faculty X10 are outliers due to its low mean rating of 

3.78 ± 0.18 for the course materials and 3.62 ± 0.90 for the instruction. The ratings suggest that faculty X10’s 

course materials and instruction are viewed by students as less than effective. Comments on the SET for faculty X10 

show that the students feel the teaching materials are too many and too technical. The students indicated that the 

teaching and materials need to be further simplified. 
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Table 3. SET course materials and instruction outcomes 

(A) Course Material (B) Instruction 

Descriptor Mean (SD) Descriptor Mean (SD) 

A1 4.54 (0.27) B1 4.56 (0.36) 

A2 4.47 (0.30) B2 4.54 (0.33) 

A3 4.41 (0.22) B3 4.57 (0.40) 

A4 4.40 (0.30) B4 4.53 (0.37) 

A5 4.41 (0.27) B5 4.51 (0.39) 

Mean 4.50 (0.25) Mean 4.54 (0.37) 

Table 3 presents the outcomes of the analysis of the HEI’s aspects of course materials and instruction. The mean 

ratings of the course evaluation question A1 … A5 are generally lower than the scores of the instruction evaluation 

questions (B1, … B5). At a minimum, the students generally view the course materials and the instructions as 

effective. 

4.2 Relationships between SET Course and Instruction Ratings 

Results of the SET reveals the outcomes of “section A” which reveals the student’s evaluation of the faculty’s course 

materials and the outcomes of “section B” or the instruction. The outcomes of the analysis presented here explored 

the relationships between students’ rating of the course materials and the instructions. The outcomes of students' 

ratings of the instructional materials and the instruction are presented in Table 3 however, the relationship between 

these sets of ratings are presented in Table 4. 

Table 4. Relationship between course and instruction ratings 

 
Coefficients Standard Error t-Stat P-value 

Intercept 1.464 0.328 4.466 0.00156 

Instruction 0.657 0.072 9.126 0.00001 

Note: r = 0.95, α = 0.05, Depending Variable = Course Materials 

Table 4 provides the outcomes of the implemented regression analysis between the means of student rating of the 

course materials and the instruction. This seeks to establish the degree of relationship between the students’ ratings of 

the course materials and the instruction. With r = 0.95, α = 0.05 and the p-value 0.00001, the findings show that 

the ratings of the course materials and instruction are strongly correlated. The finding agrees with Spooren (2010) 

that the course ratings and instruction ratings are similar however, the findings deviate regarding the strength of the 

relationship. It could be argued that the SET as implemented, assesses students’ opinions within the “happiest period” 

of the course because the final course grades which would likely impact their opinions has not been received. 

Students would likely blame poor performance on the instruction. 

4.3 Faculty Perceptions of the SET 

Outcomes of the faculties’ perceptions of the SET retrieved from the implemented questionnaire are described in this 

section. 

Table 5. Faculty perceptions of the HEI’s implemented SET survey 

Cluster Questions 
*P (X) 

Mean 
P(1) P(2) P(3) P(4) P(5) 

SET and the 

outcomes in 

the HEI 

context  

(1) The outcomes of the SET 

accurately describe my 

teaching. 

0.09 0.09 0 0.64 0.18 3.73 (1.14) 

(2) The questions in section 

B (instruction) of the SET are 

sufficient for evaluating the 

teaching skills of a faculty. 

0.09 0.18 0 0.64 0.09 3.45 (1.16) 

*P(X) = Probability of rating the questions on a Likert scale with scores X = 1, 2, 3, 4, 5. 
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Table 5 provides the outcomes of the faculty perceptions of the contextual SET survey. Faculty perception is that 

faculty tend to “somewhat agree” that the SET outcomes reflect their teaching thus suggesting that the SET and 

FSET outcomes are somewhat correlated. The probability P (>4) = 64 shows that 82% of the faculty somewhat agree 

that the outcomes of the SET accurately reflect their teaching. 

The qualitative comment section provides faculty unrestricted opportunities to express their opinions about the 

implemented SET in the HEI. By using qualitative classification method (Bailey, 1994) after coding, the comments 

are classified into collections of meanings. Faculty recommendations for improving the HEI’s SET include the 

separation of the course materials and instructor surveys to reduce effect of one on the other and to use more 

benchmarked questions. This further emphasizes the high correlation found between the course materials and 

instruction correlation. Mean rating of 3.45 ± 1.16 in question (2) suggests that the faculty neither agrees nor 

disagrees with the assertion that the questions in the SET are sufficient for evaluating the teaching skill of the faculty. 

The SET question solicited student responses on how the instruction and materials could be improved. Five 

categories were generated with seventeen codes. The categories include delivery and assessment, poor teaching 

materials, preparation of lesson resources, teaching styles and lesson structure. Although the students agree or 

strongly agree with the effectiveness of over 90% of the instruction and courses, the qualitative comments provide 

further insights into changes proposed for further improvements of the courses and instructions. 

Table 6. Outcomes of thematic analysis of the written-in comments in the SET 

Themes Codes 

Delivery and assessment 

time  

• Extend assessment submission date 

• Increase delivery time 

• Reduction in the length of lessons (x3) 

• Assessments time constraint 

Poor teaching material 

• Abstract exercises 

• More details in materials 

• Simplify the materials 

• Improve teaching materials 

Preparation of lesson 

resources 

• Prepare microphones before lessons 

• Provide software before sessions 

Teaching styles 
• Increase use of video 

• Make lessons more interactive (X3) 

Lesson structure • Unsystematic lesson structure 

Table 6 presents the outcomes of students’ response to this research question of how the SET could be improved. The 

themes represent the outcomes of the analysis. 

4.4 Faculty Perceptions of Alternative Tools 

Outcomes of faculty perceptions of alternative tools for assessing the effectiveness and quality of teaching are 

provided in this section. 
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Table 7. Faculty perceptions of alternatives to the SET survey 

Cluster Questions 
*P (X) 

Mean 
P(1) P(2) P(3) P(4) P(5) 

Faculty 

Perceptions 

of 

Alternatives 

to SET 

(3) Peer evaluation 

could be acceptable 

using a standardized 

evaluation framework. 

- 0.27 0.27 0.09 0.36 3.55 (1.23) 

(4) ICE is more 

acceptable for assessing 

teaching than SET. 

0.46 0.18 0.36 - - 1.91 (0.90) 

(5) FSET is more 

acceptable for assessing 

quality of teaching than 

SET. 

0.09 0.27 0.18 0.36 0.09 3.09 (1.16) 

(6) Peer evaluation of 

teaching is more 

acceptable for assessing 

teaching than SET. 

0.27 0.36 0.18 0.18 - 2.27 (1.05) 

*P(X) = Probability of rating the questions on a Likert scale with scores X = 1, 2, 3, 4, 5. 

The questions in Table 7 elicit faculty perceptions of implementing alternatives to SET survey. Question (3) explores 

faculty perception on the use of standardized teaching framework for evaluating faculty teaching quality. The mean 

of 3.35 ± 1.16, shows that 45% of the faculty strongly or somewhat agree with the use of a standardized framework 

for evaluating teaching over the SET. With a mean of 1.91 ± 0.90, the faculty disagree or are neutral to the use of 

ICE in the evaluation of effectiveness of teaching over the SET. A third of the faculty strongly disagree with the use 

of FSET over SET. The mean value of 3.09 ± 1.16. However, 45% of faculty agree or strongly agree with the use of 

the FSET over the SET. Against the SET, the ICE is the least preferred tool. This suggests that the faculty prefer the 

use of SETs over other evaluative tools. 

4.5 Faculty Preferred Evaluative Tools 

The ranked scores seen in figure 1 show that faculty ranked the SET above the other tools for the purpose of 

effectively evaluating teaching. The FSET and peer review scores are not too far back suggesting that faculty placed 

intrinsic value in these tools. The use of ICE is the least preferred by the faculty. Faculty perception is that FSET is 

viewed as more effective in teaching evaluation than peer evaluation but would accept peer evaluation if a 

standardized teaching evaluation framework is adopted. Findings in Table 7 suggest that ICE, FSET and peer 

evaluations are less preferred to SET. These findings further buttress the rankings seen in figure 1. 

 

Figure 1. Faculty preference of SET, FSET, ICE and peer evaluations 

Figure 1 presents the outcome of the order of preference of the SET, FSET, ICE and peer evaluations as ranked by 

the members of faculty. Adoption of this “diverse input mode” of the SET and any or a combination of FSET, peer 

evaluations and ICE could improve the robustness of the evaluation of teaching. Using only the SET and not the 
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other tools may not be adequately robust, depending on how closely the other tools are ranked relative to the SEN. 

27% of the faculty did not view the SET as the highest ranked tool and 73% of the faculty view the FSET and peer 

evaluation as their sent ranked tool. 

4.6 Challenges to the Use of SET for Faculty Evaluation 

This section presents findings on the challenges impacting the use of SETs. 

Table 8. Faculty perceptions of factors challenging the use of SET 

Questions 
*P (X) 

Mean 
P(1) P(2) P(3) P(4) P(5) 

(7) Students are not sufficiently 

skilled to evaluate the teaching 

skills of a faculty. 

0.18 0.46 - 0.27 0.09 2.64 (1.30) 

(8) SET should have a legitimate 

place as a form of consumer 

control, and less as a faculty 

evaluation tool. 

- 0.18 0.27 0.18 0.36 3.73 (1.14) 

(9) Faculty charisma is more 

influential in SET than the subject 

of the lesson. 

0.09 - 0.27 0.27 0.36 3.82 (1.19) 

(10) The lecture content has little 

effect on the student ratings. 
0.36 0.18 0.27 0.18 - 2.27 (1.14) 

(11) I am in favor of SET if it is not 

used for performance appraisal of 

the faculty. 

- 0.46 0.09 0.27 0.18 3.18 (1.19) 

(12) There are important aspects of 

teaching which cannot be evaluated 

by simply rating statements on a 

Likert Scale. 

- 0.09 0.27 0.27 0.36 3.91 (1.00) 

*P(X) = Probability of rating the questions on a Likert scale with scores X = 1, 2, 3, 4, 5. 

Table 8 shows faculty perceived factors challenging the use of SET for faculty performance evaluation. 64% of the 

faculty somewhat or strongly disagree that students are not sufficiently skilled to evaluate the teaching skills of the 

faculty. This conflicts with the findings of Mohammad (2001) who viewed students’ lack of training on course 

materials as an invalidating factor of SET outcomes. As graduate students, the students would have significant 

background in the subject and numerous teaching approaches. Hence their scoring of the faculty is likely to be 

sufficiently informed. Students likely have curriculum and implementation skills to evaluate the effectiveness of the 

lessons. It is arguable that as customers and graduate students, they may be in the best position to know if the lessons 

meet their needs. 

54% of faculty somewhat or strongly agree that the SET has a legitimate place as a consumer control tool and not as 

a performance evaluation tool. This suggests that although it is preferred to the other tools, faculty still hold some 

concerns with the SET. 63% of faculty believe SET outcomes are more influenced by faculty charisma than the 

subject of the lesson. Faculty charisma may go a long way in maintaining student attention but does not effectively 

address knowledge gained or the quality of the course materials. 63% of faculty somewhat or strongly agree that the 

lecture content is more influential in the SET ratings. 

Outcomes of the categorized qualitative comments indicate that faculty believe that positive bias would be 

introduced by friendly peers or negatively introduced due to faculty feud or disagreements. This suggests that peer 

reviews are skewed by internal relationships. They also perceived that peer evaluations could complement other tools 

used to inform performance evaluation and should not be used as a stand-alone evaluative tool. If objectively 

implemented, peer reviews are also believed to inform decisions on professional development. 
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Table 9. Further challenges to SET implementation 

Questions 
*P (X) 

Mean 
P(1) P(2) P(3) P(4) P(5) 

(13) The SET negatively influences 

my decision in choosing a teaching 

approach. 

0.18 0.46 0.09 0.27 - 2.45 (1.08) 

(14) SET negatively influences how 

I relate to the students. 
0.27 0.36 0.09 0.18 0.09 2.45 (1.30) 

(15) SET outcomes negatively 

influence the design of my course 

materials. 

0.46 0.36 - 0.18 - 1.91 (1.08) 

(16) Allowing for anonymous 

student response encourages silly 

and amusing responses. 

0.09 0.36 0.36 0.09 0.09 2.73 (1.05) 

(17) Students’ ratings on the SET can 

be unfairly skewed by ratings of 

“extreme students”. 

- 0.09 0.09 0.46 0.36 4.09 (0.90) 

(18) Student assessment could 

negatively impact the SET. 
- 0.27 0.27 0.18 0.27 3.45 (1.16) 

(19) The student comments in the 

"comment section" were generally 

constructive. 

0.09 - 0.18 0.55 0.18 3.73 (1.05) 

(20) The students' comments were 

generally the most useful segment of 

the survey. 

0.09 - 0.09 0.46 0.36 4.00 (1.13) 

(21) Written-in adverse comments 

were the most useful responses for 

faculty improvements. 

0.09 - 0.27 0.46 0.18 3.64 (1.07) 

*P(X) = Probability of rating the questions on a Likert scale with scores X = 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 

Findings seen in Table 9 indicate that faculty relationships with the students and the choice of teaching methodology 

are not negatively impacted by the SET. Faculty also are not affirmative that the outcomes of SETs influence the 

design of the courses. In other words, faculty do not steer the course materials to game the SET outcomes. The 

faculty also disagrees with the notion that anonymization of the SET opens the responses to silly and unhelpful 

comments. This suggests that the activity is taken very seriously by the students. 82% of the faculty members, 

however somewhat or strongly agree that extreme responses skew the SET ratings. 

Ratings of question (18) indicate that 45% of faculty believe that summative assessment negatively impacts the 

outcomes of the SET however, 55% are either unsure or somewhat disagree that it has an impact. This suggests that 

the faculty are split on the impact of student assessments on SET scores. This view of the faculty is likely skewed by 

the fact that the HEIs conduct these SEN feedback well in advance of the assessments. With a mean rating of 3.73, at 

least 73% of the faculty somewhat or strongly agree that the students’ comments are generally constructive. 82% 

somewhat or strongly agree that the comment section is the most useful section of the SET while only 64% view it as 

most useful for developing faculty. 
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4.7 FSET and SET Outcomes: do they Agree 

Table 10. Regression of the FSET and SET outcomes 
 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 
  

95.0% Confidence 

Interval for B 

B Std. 

Error 

Beta t p Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

(Constant) -5.032 9.839 
 

-0.511 0.644 -36.343 26.279 

SET 2.105 2.166 0.489 0.972 0.403 -4.788 8.999 

Note: r = 0.489, α = 0.05, Dependent Variable: FSET 

Table 10 shows the outcomes of the regression analysis. With correlations coefficient (r) = 0.489 and p-value = 0.403, 

SET and FSET outcomes are moderately positively correlated however, this relationship is not significant at 

significance level (α) = 0.05, hence the model is not a good model and SET scores do not reflect the FSET ratings. 

This suggests that although faculty are satisfied with the SET outcomes, their ratings of the FSET only moderately 

reflect students’ ratings of teaching. 

5. Discussion 

5.1 The SET and its Outcomes 

The SET findings agree with Debroy et al., (2019) that students rating of faculty is commonly >4. These consistent 

set of readings suggest that the student ratings are biased or do not provide sufficient discrimination of good practice 

from poor practice. These consistent >4 SET ratings agree with the findings of Dolnicar & Grün (2009), Clayson 

(2009) and Onwuegbuzie et al. (2009) that extreme student ratings bias the SET outcomes due to tendencies of some 

students to rate at the extremes. The strong correlations between the mean scores of students’ course materials and 

instruction ratings agree with Spooren & Mortelmans (2016), that there is likely a ‘halo-effect’ between the course 

and instruction ratings. They are both completed by the students in the same survey event. This suggests that 

effective instructors use effective teaching materials or students’ perception of course materials and instruction are 

not delineated but multiplexed. 

The SET outcomes suggest that although the faculty agree or strongly agree that over 90% of the lessons are 

effective, the qualitative comments imply that the students highlighted several (possible) changes to the lessons. The 

comments provide more in-depth insights into the lessons and provide useful data to impact institutional policy. 

Although consultation of the qualitative comments may not directly resolve problems of reliability of using class 

averages in the SET analysis (Clayson, 2017; Morley, 2012), it provides rich information for policy improvements. 

5.2 Faculty Perceptions of the SET 

The findings suggest that faculty somewhat agree with the design of the SET and the outcomes for evaluating their 

teaching. However, faculty, in agreement with Wright (2005) found that the SET insufficiently evaluated (certain’) or 

(‘all’) aspects of teaching. The findings suggest that faculty perceptions captured by the FSET are not in agreement 

with the students’ ratings of the teaching. The findings thus conflict with Beran and Rokosh 2(009), Idaka et al. 

(2006) and Inko-Tariah (2013) who suggested that they are similar. This finding negates the dissatisfaction expressed 

by Iyamu & Aduwa-Oglebaen (2005) and the challenges expressed by Iyam & Aduwa-Oglebaen (2005), 

Mwachingambi & Wadesango (2011), Boring et al. (2016), Hornstein (2020) and Spooren et al. (2013). 

The findings align with Shah et al. (2020) who found that faculty charisma influences the SET scores. Faculty 

charisma may go a long way in maintaining student attention but does not effectively impact the knowledge gained 

or the quality of the course materials. Faculty somewhat or strongly agree that the lecture content is more influential 

in the SET ratings, thus it is a stronger influence on teaching than the faculty charisma as suggested by Shah et al. 

(2020). 

Halo-effect seen in the current SET format and observed by Spooren & Mortelmans (2006) could be removed by 

separating the course materials and instruction surveys in the SET into independent surveys. Benchmarking of the 

questions and inclusion of summative and formative assessment questions should be embraced to improve the 

robustness of the SET. Use of standardized framework for evaluating teaching was somewhat supported by the 

simplistic and subjective outcomes of the SET. Faculty support for the use of FSET, ICE, and peer evaluations is 

indicated as hinging on the adoption of a teaching framework. The faculty ranked the SET higher than ICE, FSET 
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and peer evaluations for the purpose of faculty evaluation. The faculty also suggested that peer evaluations are 

negatively impacted by internal conflicts, peer embellishments and other challenges. 

The findings indicate that the SET is not challenged by student’s knowledge of a good lesson. The graduate students 

of the HEI understand what a “good lesson” is from inductive and deductive knowledge gained by students over their 

long-term experiences of teaching in higher education. This contrasts with findings by Mohammad (2001) that 

students’ lack of training in course materials is an invalidating factor. In this case HEI context, it is arguable that as 

customers, graduate students are well positioned to understand effectiveness. 

5.3 Are the FSET and SET Outcomes Related? 

Like the findings of Marsh (1987) and Beran & Violato, (2005), FSET and SET outcomes are moderately correlated 

suggesting that the graduate students in this HEI have some understanding of good lessons. Also, the students’ 

perceptions of these lessons moderately align with that of the faculty. However, the robustness of the SET and FSET 

could be improved by broadening the questions designed to evaluate teaching effectiveness beyond the five questions 

currently used by the case HEI. 

5.4 Justifications for an Inclusive Evaluative Model 

Findings in Table 8 also indicate that faculty are evenly split on their favorability of the use of the SET as an 

evaluative tool. The mean of 3.91 suggests faculty believe that there are other important aspects of teaching skills 

which could not be evaluated by Likert scale ratings. Like Wright (2005), the research finds that the SET may be 

inadequate for evaluation of teaching. Inclusion of a qualitative survey section in the SET allows students to reflect 

on other aspects of teaching not evaluated by the closed ended questions. This allows for student evaluation of the 

faculty unguided by the HEI’s views. 

Outcomes seen in figure 1 show that the faculty preference for the SET challenges the view of Molesworth et al. 

(2009) that students as customers negatively impacts the ability of the HEI to achieve regulatory standards. The point 

of the faculty is that a more inclusive evaluative approach with inputs from the faculty, students, independent experts 

and peers or a combination of a few of these should be adopted. In particular, the SET, peer input and FSET 

outcomes are strongly rated by the faculty. The outcomes of faculty preference of these tools in comparison with the 

Set particularly shows that the SET is preferred above each of the other tested evaluative tools. 

6. Conclusion 

The research has produced further evidence in support of the use of SETs in the evaluation of teaching over the use 

of other tools. However, the faculty support the use of the more inclusive cluster of tools for the evaluation of 

instructional practices. The weighting of the tools within the model is dependent on the HEI’s focus. In other words, 

the HEI could assign weights to the SET, FSET, ICI and peer review based on faculty ratings of these tools. Although 

each of these tools have challenges that could impair their outcomes, use of a combination of these tools could 

combine student assessments, faculty self-evolution, peer evaluation and independent consultant evaluations. A 

model that inculcates all four tools or a combination of some of these tools would be more administratively 

demanding but would distribute the weighting away from a simple student input, self-evaluation, peer evaluation, or 

independent consultant and use of standardized rubrics. This approach could employ input from students, and a 

combination of faculty or independent consultants. This approach to faculty evaluation is more robust empowering 

the faculty, students, independent consultants and peers. 

The faculty views of the implementation of surveys for evaluating the instruction, and the course materials reveal 

that the students commonly assign the same ratings across board for each faculty. It thus suggests that the students 

make up their minds on a score and assign this score across all survey questions. It also shows that the students did 

not rate any faculty instruction or course materials below average. These scores leave very little room for inferences 

that could impact policy positions. 

7. Implications for HEIs 

Although indicative and not conclusive, the findings suggest that integration of FET and SET could be used to 

enhance the evaluation of teaching quality, curriculum delivery and the evaluation of faculty and student acceptance 

of the quality of the curriculum. However, the FSET and SET are challenged by questions in the FSET and SET 

themselves. The implication of the findings is HEIs could include questions with more depth than currently adopted. 

The FSET and SET are likely challenged by biases in these tools and could produce outcomes misaligned with actual 

teaching effectiveness. Outcomes of the SET as seen, somewhat correlate with the outcomes of the FSET, however 

their relationship could be made clearer by improving the test questions. 
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The faculty suggestion of combining FSET, SET, ICE and peer evaluation tools for the evaluation of faculty would 

be a more holistic and robust approach than the use of only the SET, FSET or a combination of both. This approach 

would include student, faculty, within faculty and expert independent evaluations in the review of curriculum, 

teaching and learning. By combining the FSET, SET, ICE and peer evaluations, the negative effects of each tool 

could be damped by their advantages. Such approach would include the views of the students, the faculty, peers and 

independent consultants. It would inculcate the benefits of students and faculty perceptions and standardized 

teaching framework. 

8. Limitations 

Due to the sample size of the faculty, the findings are exploratory and non-generalizable beyond the specific case 

HEI. Also, multi-institutional follow-up study could be done to test the robustness of the findings. 

Although faculty preference for the multi-tools approach investigated in this study, future research could investigate 

the weighting systems, timelines, and integration into faculty promotion mechanisms. 
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